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DETAILED ACTION

1. This Office Action is responsive to the communication filed on 07/10/2007.

2. Claims 1-39 have been presented for examination.

Information Disclosure Statement

3. Page 2 of the IDS recites application number 10/686856. Page 1 of the IDS recites

application number 10/686956. Appropriate correction is required.

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in

section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are

such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person

having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the

manner in which the invention was made.

5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459

(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35

U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows:

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art.

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue.

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art.

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103

or nonobviousness.

6. Claims 1-4,8-18, 26-30, 32, & 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being anticipated

by Outten et al. (USPN 7024466) in view of Abburi et al. (USPN 20030084306).
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7. As per claim 1, Outten et al. teaches a method of presenting content data ([ABSTRACT],

comprising:

receiving at a client in a hub network a present request - receiving requests of content

items, indicating locked content data - encrypted electronic files ([FIG. 1], [Col. 6, lines 10-12],

[Col. 6, lines 13-15, lines 35-37] e.g., a hub network is interpreted as the equivalent of a

client/server network. In the present case, user network devices (clients) communicate with

servers via a network connection. Furthermore, "receiving at a client a present request. .

." is

interpreted as requesting content via an interface displayed on user network device (UND)

because any request must be received by the UND before being transmitted to a server).

checking a license corresponding to said locked content data to determine if said license

permits said client to present said locked content data([Col. 7, lines l-10],[Col. 16, lines 16-20] ).

presenting said locked content data through a presentation component connected to said

client ([Col. 6, lines 63-67]).

However, although Outten et al. teaches binding a license to a UND, i.e., client device, it

does not provide for binding the license to the network in which the UND participates. Abburi et

al. teaches binding a license to a network [[0020], [0024] e.g., enrolled computers within a

network are provided a set of licenses such that a license to access content is bound to a plurality

of computers. [Binding a license to a network is interpreted as enabling a plurality of computers

within a network to access content such that no one license for the content is exclusively bound

to any one computer]

Therefore, at the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have

motivation to provide for allowing a license to access content to be bound to a plurality of
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computers. Outten et al. provides for the delivery of content to a client device such that users

may display the content upon license verification. Abburi et al. provides for enabling a license to

be bound to a plurality of computers in a network. Since users may implement a plurality of

devices capable of displaying licensed content, and given that such content is normally bound to

a specific device, Abburi et al. provides an enhanced benefit of enabling a plurality of devices to

access licensed content. In effect, there is motivation as to enable licensed content to be shared

by more than one device juxtaposed to exclusively binding a license to a single device.

8. As per claim 2, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 1, wherein:

said locked content data and said license are stored on said client ([Col. 17, lines 30-35],

[Col. 18, lines 6-8]).

9. As per claim 3, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 2, wherein:

presenting said locked content data includes decrypting said locked content data to

produce output content data and sending said output content data to said presentation component

([Col, 15, lines 53-60], [Col. 18, lines 34-37]).

10. As per claim 4, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 1, wherein:

said locked content data is stored on a server, said server is connected to said client in

said hub network ([Col. 6, linesl3-15], [FIG 1]).

11. As per claim 8, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 1, further comprising:

checking a revocation list to determine whether said client is included in said revocation

list ([Col. 16, lines 15-20, 42-66] e.g., revocation list interpreted as records stored in a database

corresponding to license permissions, where if the purchase authentication fails, permission to

receive the content is denied).
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wherein said revocation list is stored on said server ([Col. 16, lines 16-17])

12. As per claim 9, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 1, wherein:

said locked content data is media data ([Col. 4, lines 29-35], [Col. 18, lines 9-10] e.g., movie file

interpreted as media data, where media file is encrypted).

13. As per claim 10, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 1, wherein:

said presentation component is integral to said client ([Col. 5, lines 48-60] e.g., presentation

component interpreted as an interface to view content. In the present case, a user network device

includes a network enabled television. It is interpreted that integral means one or the same,

where the network enabled television functions as a client).

14. As per claim 1 1, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 1, wherein:

said presentation component is external to said client ([Col. 5, lines 48-60] e.g., external to client

is interpreted as pertaining to an external surface of the user network device/client. The network

enabled television inherently contains a screen, which resides on the surface, i.e., external, of the

network enabled television, i.e., client).

15. As per claim 12, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 1, wherein:

said presentation component includes a television ([Col. 5, line 55]).

16. As per claim 13, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 1, wherein:

said presentation component includes an audio speaker system ([Col. 5, line 55] e.g., speaker

system is inherent to a television).

17. As per claim 14, Outten et al., as modified, teaches a method of presenting content data

([ABSTRACT]) comprising:
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receiving at a server in a hub network a present request indicating locked content data

and a client in said hub network to present the content data ([FIG. 1], [Col. 5, lines 10-20, lines

37-40, lines 48-50], [Col. 6, lines 10-12], [Col. 6, lines 13-15, lines 35-37] e.g., a hub network is

interpreted as the equivalent of a client/server network. In the present case, user network devices

(clients) communicate with servers via a network connection. Furthermore, "receiving at a server

a present request. .

." is interpreted as receiving a request transmitted by the user network device

for content, where the specification discloses such content is encrypted).

checking a license corresponding to said locked content data to determine if said license

permits said server to present said locked content data through said client ([Col. 16, lines 56-

65]).

presenting said locked content data by streaming data to said client ([Col. 4, lines 29-35],

[Col. 6, lines 63-66] e.g., content may include streamed data (the disclosure specifically points

out that electronic content includes streaming data), where content is presented via a media

player tool, where media tool resides on UND, i.e., client).

wherein said locked content data is bound to said hub network ([Col. 8, lines 43-52],

supra claim 1).

18. As per claim 15, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 14, wherein:

streaming data to said client includes streaming locked content data to said client ([Col. 4, lines

29-35], [Col. 18, lines 9-10] e.g., content includes streaming data, where such content is

encrypted by the system. It is understood that a user network device, i.e., client, functions to

present the decrypted content).

19. As per claim 16, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 14, further comprising:
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decrypting said locked content data ([Col. 15, line 54)].

20. As per claim 17, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 14, wherein said present

request is received from said client ([Col. 6, lines 10-12] e.g., UND interpreted as a client

because the UND comprise network enabled devices - see Col. 5, lines 48-60).

21. As per claim 18, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 14, further comprising:

checking a revocation list to determine whether said client is included in said revocation list

([Col. 16, lines 15-20, 42-66] e.g., revocation list interpreted as records stored in a database

corresponding to license permissions, where if the authentication fails, permission to receive the

content is denied.)

wherein said revocation list is stored on said server ([Col. 16, lines 16-17]).

22. As per claim 26, Outten et al. teaches a method of distributing content data (Col. 18, lines

58-60), comprising:

receiving from a providing device - UND in a hub network at a receiving device - UND a

copy of locked content data ([Col. 18, lines 58-60], [Col. 17, lines 30-35] e.g., it is understood

that a user downloads content to a UND, i.e., providing device, which then may copy such

content to another computer, i.e., receiving device, where an encrypted file is copied, i.e., locked

content data);

requesting a new license for said copy of locked content data ([Col. 18, lines 61-65],

[Col. 17, lines 30-35] e.g., purchased license, i.e., new license); and

receiving new license that is bound to said hub network ([Col. 17, lines 30-35], supra

claim 1 discussion).
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23. As per claim 27, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 26 wherein, said providing

device is a client in said hub network ([FIG.l], [Col. 17, lines 30-46] e.g., a client device is

interpreted as a UND, where a UND receives downloaded content, and the UND contains

content from which a copy can be made to a different machine, i.e., receiving device).

24. As per claim 28, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 26, wherein:

said providing device is.a server in said hub network ([Col. 14, lines 17-35] e.g., a copy

of a content item, i.e., movie, is provided by a server. It is understood via implication that copies

are transmitted to a user juxtaposed to an original file, also see Col. 13, lines 8-11).

25. As per claim 29, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 26, wherein:

said new license is received from said client ([Col. 7, lines 30-43] e.g., a UND, i.e.,

client, receives a purchased license, i.e., new license, where a user can later copy both the

downloaded content and license onto a different machine, i.e., receiving a new license from

another client).

26. As per claim 30, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 26, wherein:

said new license is received from a server in said hub network ([Col. 18, lines 61-67],

[Col. 17, lines 57-65] e.g., a main website, i.e., server, interpreted as providing a new

license/purchased license to a UND).

27/ As per claim 32, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 26, wherein:

said copy of locked content data has corresponding licensing authority stored on said

device ([Col. 17, lines 35-35] e.g., copy of downloaded content, i.e. locked content data, has a

corresponding access control to the content via a license, i.e., licensing authority information,

where the license is downloaded to a machine, i.e., device).
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said new license is received from a licensing authority indicated by said licensing

authority information ([Col. 17, lines 20-29], [Col. 18, lines 20-34] e.g., a purchased license, i.e.,

new license, is received from a main website, i.e., licensing authority, where the term indicated is

interpreted as indicating the source of the license. In this case, the confirmation that the license

has been purchased inherently requires the source to verify/indicate that the purchased license

was actually from the main website).

28. As per claim 36, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 26, further comprising:

checking a revocation list to determine whether said device is included in said revocation

list ([Col. 16, lines 16-20] e.g., a revocation list is interpreted as a database to determine whether

a user has permission to access the content, i.e., whether a license by the UND has been

purchased);

wherein said revocation list is stored on said device ([Col. 16, lines 16-20] e.g., main

server stores database).

29. Claims 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Outten et al.

(USPN 7024466) in view of Abburi et al. (USPN 20030084306) and in further view of Tran et

al. (USPN 2003/0212905).

30. As per claim 5, Outten et al. teaches the limitation of claim 1 where a license is requested

by a client from a server ([Col. 17, lines 58-65], but does not teach the limitation where a license

check is performed by sending a confirm license request to said server from said client. Tran et

al teaches a license confirmation request as well as a license information file that client transmits

to a server ([0004]).
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At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have

motivation to modify Outten et al. to include a license confirmation request from a client to a

server as taught by Tran et al. Upon requesting a license to access protected content, it is

possible that either an incorrect license or no license is granted. A license confirmation request

provides verification that a correct license was received.

31. As per claim 6, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 5, wherein:

presenting said locked content data includes receiving output content data streamed from

said server to said client ([Col. 4, lines 30-35], [Col. 10, lines 1-3], [Col. 15, lines 40-59] e.g., it

is interpreted that content data includes streaming data, where it is understood that the content is

encrypted, i.e., locked, then presented via a media interface residing on the user network device,

i.e., client).

32. As per claim 7, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 5, wherein:

checking a revocation list to determine whether said client is included in said revocation

list ([Col. 16, lines 15-20, 42-66] e.g., revocation list interpreted as records stored in a database

corresponding to license permissions, where if the purchase authentication fails, permission to

receive the content is denied).

wherein said revocation list is stored on said server ([Col. 16, lines 16-17]),

33. Claims 19-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Outten et al

(USPN 7024466) in view of Abburi et al. (USPN 20030084306) and in further view of Higashi

et al . (USPN 2002/0 1 07806).

34. As per claim 19, Outten et al. teaches a method of copying content data ([Col. 18, lines

58-67], comprising:
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copying said locked content data to produce a copy of said locked content data ([Col. 18,

lines 58-60]).

wherein said locked content data has a corresponding license that is bound to said hub

network -supra claim 1 discussion ([Col. 8, lines 42-53], [Col. 17, lines 34-45], [FIG 1.]).

Outten et al., as modified -supra claim 1, substantially teaches the limitations of claim

19, teaches the transfer of encrypted content. However, Outten et al. does not teach receiving in

a hub network a copy request. Higashi et al. teaches receiving a copy request ([0170] e.g., query

is made to the server device for copy permission).

At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have

motivation to modify Outten et al. to further include receiving a copy request for locked content

data via a client. Since a license may permit a specific number of copies to be made, there is

motivation to prevent unauthorized copying by first receiving a copy request prior to granting the

request. Since the server provided in Outten et al. provides licenses to encrypted content, one of

ordinary skill in the art could request permission from the server to grant a copy request as

another means of granting authorization as taught by Higashi et al.

35. As per claim 20, Higashi et al. teaches the method of claim 19, further comprising:

checking said license to determine if said license permits said locked content data to be

copied ([0170] e.g. license is interpreted as a usage authorization, where it is implied that usage

authorization (held on the server) provides permission for copying).

36. As per claim 21, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 19, further comprising:

requesting a new license from a server for said copy of said locked content data ([Col. 9,

lines 59-61], [Col. 18, lines 58-67] e.g., querying whether user wants to purchase a license for
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copied content implies that a new license is required for the copied content, where it is

understood that a server is a license provider).

wherein said server is in said hub network and connected to said client ([FIG 1] e.g., user

network device, i.e., client, connected to server).

37. As per claim 22, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 19, further comprising:

sending said copy of said locked content data to a device ([Col. 18, lines 58-60]).

However, Outten does not expressly disclose that said copy is sent to a device that is not a

member of said hub network. Outten et al. does teach that user devices may comprise network

enabled devices - PDA, television, etc ([Col. 5, lines 48- 55] e.g., applicant's specification states

a terminal device is not a member of a hub network [0061]. In the present case, a PDA

inherently contains a screen for outputting data, which screen is interpreted as a terminal device,

or a non-member of the hub network).

At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have

motivation to use a PDA, which contains a terminal for outputting data among many other

suitable devices for presenting data.

38. As per claim 23, Outten et al., as modified, teaches the method of claim 19, further

comprising:

sending said copy of said locked content data to a computer, but does not expressly

disclose that such computer is a client and not connected to said hub network ([Col. 18, lines 58-

60] e.g.. It is interpreted that, "not connected to the network," requires a device -to- device

connection opposed to a network -to-device connection. In the former, a network connection is

not needed. In the latter, a network connection is required). However, Outten et al. does teach
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that network enabled devices,i.e., clients, may be used - PDA, television, mobile phone, etc

([Col. 5, lines 48- 55] e.g., a mobile device is a network enabled device, i.e., client of hub

network). Also, it is well known in the art that media can be transferred via a floppy disk, CD,

serial link, etc, i.e., device-to-device transfer.

At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have

motivation to use a network-enabled device as a computer to receive a copy from another device

in place of the second computer. Since a network connection may periodically lose connectivity,

a device-to-device transfer would provide an additional means to transfer content for use and

provide redundancy.

39. As per claim 24, Outten et al. teaches sending a new license to a device ([Col. 17, lines

30-35], [Col. 18, lines 55-57, lines 58-67] e.g., a new license is purchased that can later be

downloaded to a different machine). However, Outten does not expressly disclose that said new

license is sent to a client that is a member of said hub network but is not connected to said hub

network. Outten et al. does teach that user devices may comprise network enabled devices -

PDA, television, mobile phone, etc ([Col. 5, lines 48- 55] e.g., a mobile device is a network

enabled device, i.e., client of hub network.). Also, it is well known that data can be transferred

using a serial link, i.e., device-to-device transfer.

At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have

motivation to provide a new license to a machine upon receiving a copy of locked data. It would

have been obvious to replace the machine with a network-enabled device, i.e., client, where a

purchased license could have been transferred via a device-to-device connection opposed to a

network-to-device connection. By using a serial link opposed to a network link to transfer the
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license, a network failure would not compromise the ability to transfer a license. In effect, one of

ordinary skill in the art could have effectuated a license transfer via utilizing a direct, physical

link.

40. Claim 25 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Outten et al.

(USPN 7024466) in view of Abburi et al. (USPN 20030084306) in view of Higashi et al. (USPN

2002/0107806 applied to claim 19, and further in view of Evans et al. (USPN 2003/0236978).

41. As per claim 25, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 19, further comprising:

checking a revocation list to determine whether said client is included in said revocation

list ([Col. 16, lines 15-20]). However, Outten et al., as modified by Hishashi et al., does not

teach wherein said revocation list is stored on said client. Evans et al. teaches that a client stores

a revocation list ([0144]).

At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have

motivation to store a revocation list on the client opposed to a server. In the event

communication is lost to a server, and in the event a copy request is made from another computer

for content stored on a client, a revocation list stored on a client would authenticate access

juxtaposed to waiting for the re-establishment of server communication. In effect, one of

ordinary skill in the art would have motivation to provide additional redundancy in the system as

to limit delay in transferring locked content.

42. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Outten et al. (USPN

7024466) in view over Saito et al. (USPN 6665303).

43. As per claim 31, Outten et al. teaches a method of claim 26 including receiving a new

license ([Col. 17, lines 57-67] e.g., purchased license, i.e., new license) However, Outten et al.
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does not teach that such a license is received from an external server not in said hub network.

Saito et al. teaches a home network connected to a telephone network, where the license server is

connected to the telephone network ([Col. 9, lines 21-27] e.g., license server is external to the

home network and located in a telephone network, i.e., not in home network)

At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have

motivation to include an external server not in the hub network. In order to provide additional

redundancy in the event of a network failure, an external licensing server would provide an

additional safeguard as to enable content access.

44. Claims 33 & 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Outten et
.

al. (USPN 7024466).

45. As per claim 33, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 26, where a receiving device is

employed to accept a copy ([Col. 18, lines 58-63] e.g., a copy sent to second computer, i.e.,

device) However, Outten et al. does not disclose that the second computer is not a member of

said hub network. Outten et al. does teach the use of a network enabled television ([Col. 5, line

55] e.g., television inherently contains a screen, serving as an output device, where the screen

serves as a terminal that is not a member of the hub network. Note, applicant's specification,

paragraph [0061] discloses a terminal for the purpose of outputting video and audio data. In

accordance, a television screen is interpreted as the equivalent of a terminal).

At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have

motivation to replace the computer with a network enabled television as to provide a terminal

screen to output data.
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46. As per claim 35, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 26, where the limitation of a

receiving device is taught ([Col. 18, lines 59-60]), but does not teach the limitation that the

device is not connected to said hub network. It is interpreted that the limitation "not connected

to said hub network" means that the copy is acquired from a first machine to a second machine

via a non-network transfer. It is well known in the art that a serial link can transfer data from

one computer to another.

At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have motivation to use

serial link connection opposed to using the network to transfer the copy of the data. Since a

network may lose connectivity, a direct data transfer via a serial link would provide additional

redundancy.

47. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Outten et al.

(USPN 7024466) in view of Abburi et al (USPN 20030084306) and in further view of Brewer et

al. (USPN 5918016).

48. As per claim 34, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 26, wherein the limitations of

providing a receiving device in a hub network, a new license for said copy of locked data, and

that license is bound to a hub network ([Col. 18, lines 58-60], [Col. 17, lines 30-45], [FIG 1])

However, Outten et al. does not teach the limitations where the receiving device is a member of a

second hub network and that said new license of said locked content data is bound to said second

hub network. Brewer et al. teaches a mobile computer connected to a second network medium

where that computer connected to a second network medium ([ABSTRACT], [FIG 1]). In

addition, Outten et al. also teaches that a license is associated to a particular machine ([Col. 8,
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lines 36-45] and that a license can be copied to a different machine ([Col. 17, lines 39-40], where

a recipient processor, i.e., machine, may comprise mobile phones ([Col. 5, lines 48-55]).

At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have

motivation to provide a device from a second network with a license associated with the copied

content. Since a license allows a particular device to access the content, there is motivation to

prevent unauthorized access to content without a license.

49. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Outten et al.

(USPN 7024466) in view of Abburi et al. (USPN 20030084306) and in further view of Peinado

(USPN 2006/0259770).

50. As per claim 37, Outten et al. teaches a method of distributing content data

([ABSTRACT], comprising:

receiving at a server in a hub network from a device a request for a new license for a

copy of locked content data ([Col. 18, lines 58-64] e.g., a connection is made to the main

website, i.e., receiving at server, so that a user of the device may purchase a license, i.e.,

requesting a new license, to use a copy of the encrypted file, i.e., locked content data).

creating a new license according to said root license ([FIG 7]).

sending said new license to said device (FIG 7]).

However, Outten et al. does not teach checking a root license stored on said server to

determine if said root license permits said server to provide a new license for said copy of locked

content data. Peinado teaches a method of checking a root license ([FIG 6-7] e.g., root license

interpreted as a license store).
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At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have

motivation to include a root license/license store as to provide a corresponding license. Outten et

al. teaches that a license is required for a copy of protected data, and that a server provides the

license. Since a root license would provide a central authority for granting a license, there is

motivation to incorporate a root license/license store on the server.

51. As per claim 38, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 37, where a device is

employed to receive data ([Col. 18, lines 58-64]), but does not teach that the device is not

connected to the network. It is well known in the art that a serial link can be employed, i.e., no

network connection is needed.

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to use a serial link to

transfer data from one computer to another, obviating the need for a network connection. In the

event the network should fail, a serial link would enable the receiving device to still receive a

copy of the content for viewing.

52. As per claim 39, Outten et al. teaches the method of claim 37, further comprising:

checking a revocation list to determine whether said client is included in said revocation

list ([Col, 16, lines 15-20, 42-66] e.g., revocation list interpreted as records stored in a database

corresponding to license permissions, where if the purchase authentication fails, permission to

receive the content is denied).

wherein said revocation list is stored on said server ([Col. 16, lines 16-17])
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the

examiner should be directed to Darrin Dunn whose telephone number is (571) 270-1645. The

examiner can normally be reached on EST:M-R(8:00-5:00) 9/5/4.

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's

supervisor, Anthony Knight can be reached on (571) 272-3687. The fax phone number for the

organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300.

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would

like assistance from aUSPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated

information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000.
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